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‘Crucial Deadlines Near

for New NATO Missiles

'P%nﬂﬁnéf?l)uefbrIhqﬂoynmmnth1ikxenﬂxﬁ:
Critics Concede That It’s Too Late to Turn Back

By ROBERTC. TOTH, Times Staff Writer

WASHINGTON~—To the Reagan
Administration, - the future of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization
rides on deploying two new nucle-
ar-tipped weapons—the Pershing 2
and cruise missile—in West Germa-
'ny and Britain this December as
scheduled, if no arros agreement is
reached with the Soviets before
then. . .
At the same time, the Adminis-
tration recognizes the possibility of
violent protests in Western Europe
by anti-nuclear demonstrators who
fear that the missiles will increase,
not lessen, the risk of a nqc}ear
holocaust. Only last month, when
Vice “President George Bush was

todri¥ig Europe to cetend U.3. arms
policies, his car was pelted with
rocks and bottles by a small group
that broke away from a larger
peaceful demonstration in Krefeld,
West Germany.

“H the stoning of Bush’s car in
Krefeld was any sign, we could see
blood in the streets before it’s over,”
said one White House offieial, echo-
ing the concerns of others in the
Administration. ’

The Pershing and cruise missiles
that have become the object of such

controversy are the culmination of a .

political-military process that be-
gan more than a decade ago. They
have become the symbols of the

L

Atlantic Alliance’s determination to
deploy a counterweight to Soviet
intermediate-range missiles in Eu-
rope comparable to the balance
already existing between US. and
Soviet intercontinental weapons.
The political anxiety in Europe
that led to -the building of these
weapons originated in the initial
Soviet-American strategic arms

. limitation agreement signed in 1972,
', Europeans, particularly West Ger-

* continental nuclear we

mans, complained that the United

States was bargainin, g away inter-
apons that

 had been part of the U.S. protective
" umbrella over Western Eyrope,

L

even as the Soviets were building
up intermediate-range missiles in
Europe. - R

To placate its European allies, the

¢ United States doubled the number
. of NATO-assigned F-111 bombere
. to a total of 144. It also nearly
. doubled the number of Poseidon

submarine-launched warheads as-

- signed to NATO to more than 400,

But the Europeans were not satis-

© fied, particularly when the Soviets
: began their massive deployment of

‘DEADLINES...Pg.5-F
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$5-20 intermediate- e missiles
n 1977, rang

“They (the Europeans) wanted
missiles that were visible, on land
and not underwater, as reassur-
ance,” a U.S. official said. “So they
got the Pershing 2 and cruise rais-
siles.”

Some senior Pentagon officials
have said privately that the Carter
Administration made a mistake in
agreeing to the 1979 decision by
NATO to deploy 108 Pershings and
464 ground-launched cruise mis-
siles. The military value of the

. 'weapons is small, they argue, and
the political damage to the Atlantic
Alliance could be fatal if the deploy -
ment fails to go through or if it
produces major violence in the
streets of West Germany.

But even these critics believe that
‘too much is at stake to turn back
now. )

Of the two weapons, the Pershing
2 ballistic missile is the main focus
of protests because the Soviets say
it is the greater threat. Unlike the
winged cruise missile, it could reach
Soviet territory in minutes rather
than hours. The Pershing will also
be stationed only in West Germany,
which has a pivotal political as well
military posiuon n the Western
alliance.

“If Pershings don’t go into Ger-
many this December,” a State De-
partment official said, “even if they
are only delayed several months, |
doubt the cruise missiles will go into
Britain in December (as scheduled),
or into Italy (in February or
March), or Belgium and the Neth-
erlands later, and so forth. It will all
unravel.”

For a weapon that has gained
such importance, the Pershing 2
actually is a rather modest mis-
sile—seven tons, 30-feet long, with
a single warhead and a 1,000-mile
-range. And problems arising during
its development have stirred doubts
that it would be ready for deploy-
ment this year.

It began life in 1974 when the
Army let a contract to develop an
improved guidance system for the
existing Pershing 1A, a missile with
a 500-mile range and accuracy of
about 1,000 feet. A new maneuvera-
bie warhead was devised which, by
taking a radar image of the target
area as it approaches and comparing
it to a map stored in its computer
memory,.can steer itself to within
about 100 feet of its target.

In response to an initial Soviet
deployment of- 3,000-mile SS-20
missiles in 1977, the Army ordered
that a new rnissile, now called the
Pershing 2, be designed with the

same dimensions but twice the
range of the Pershing 1A. The new
guidance system and warhead were
incorporated into it. NATO decided
in 1979 to deploy the new mobile
missile in reloadable launchers in
West Germany.

Pershing 2 has had problems
achieving the range and accuracy
promised. Some of its 15 test flights
so far—including its latest one on
July 16—have failed. But the Army
claims that 12 of the 15 test shots
have achieved their “primary test
sbjectives.” And the final three
ievelopmental test flights will be
rompleted as planned within anoth-
>r month, a Pentagon spokesman
said. Total program cost will be
more than $1.5 billion.

The missile will be barely ready
in quantity, whatever its quality, to
meet the December schedule.
Sources here said that present plans
call for “most of one Pershing 2
battery” of nine missiles—i.e., five
or more—to be operational by the
end of the year.

" This small initial force will be
stationed at one of the three Per-
shing bases in West Germany-—
Neckarsulm, Schwabisch-Gmund,
and Neu-Ulm—with Schwabisch-
Gmund considered most likely.
Each base is to have its full comple-
ment of 36 Pershing 2s by 1387-88,
replacing an equal number of Per-
shing 1As.

There are fewer doubts that the
cruise missiles will be ready on

" time, because the ground-launched

weapon is an outgrowth of the
sea-launched cruise missile, Toma-
hawk, whose development has been
under way since the early 1970s.
Both are torpedo-length cylinders
about 21 feet long, which are
launched to an altitude of about
1,000 feet on a rocket booster before
stubby wings and tail surfaces pop
out and a small, highly efficient jet
engine ignites. The missiles, like
pilotless planes, skim at subsonic
speeds just above the ground.

A cruise missile compares radar
images of terrain over which it
passes to maps stored in its comput-
er memory for guidance along its
entire flight path—up to 1,500 miles.
At the target, it matches the optical
images it sees with stored pictures.

Almost unbelievable claims of
accuracy have been made for the

" system, including the ability to fly

between the uprights of football
goal posts. At the same time, the
weapons have been attacked as
insufficiently accurate and easily
confused by a common feature of
Soviet terrain—heavy snow. -~
Part of the criticism has been
caused by confusion about the vari-

&

ous types and warheads for cruise
missiles. The 464 destined for Eu-
rope will carry nuclear warhegds.
which allows them greater miss-
distances than cruise missiles car-
rying conventional explosives, such
as those for use against ships. And,
officials claim, the Europe-bound
missiles have no accuracy problems.

Similarly, tests have shown thag
heavy snow cover and other sea -
sonal variations on the ground L
not affect the basic land contour
seen by cruise missile radar, ac-
cording to Robert Holsapple,
spokesman for the Pentagon’s Joint
Cruise Missile Project.

More than 100 tests of sea-
launched cruise missiles have been
conducted, many of which also met
requirements for ground-launched
missiles. Since the ground-launched
program was commissioned in 1979,
only one of its nine test flights have
failed, because the engine’s air
scoop did not open, Holsapple said.
The final test flight is planned for
later this month to complete the
developmental phase of the project,
total cost of which will top $3.7
billion.

The Air Force weapon is ready to
deploy to Europe on schedule, but
just barely. Like the Pershing 2, it
will be a token initial deploy-
ment~less than a complete unit, or
“flight,” which consists of 16 mis-
siles—to the U.S. base at Greenham
Common in England before the end .
of the year, U.S. officials said. The
weapons and their ground-trans-
porters and launching vehicles will
be flown directly to the base airfield
in giant C-5 Galaxy jets.

Four cruise missiles, each in a
rectangular container, are carried in
a truck transparter. The transport-
ers and associated launching vehi-
cles are housed in partly under-
ground, hardened garages, from
which they will be driven—
“flushed”—in time of crisis to,
launch the weapons from dispersed
gites. (Ninety-six cruise missiles
eventually will be based at Green-
ham Common, with another 64 at
Molesworth, also in England.)

Italy will get the second cruise
missile flight to be sent to Europe,
but the site preparations at Comiso,
in Sicily, have proceeded more
slowly than in England. The first
missiles will begin arriving at Comi-
so in February or March, US.
officials said. Eventually 112 cruise
missiles will be based there.

Belgium is scheduled to get 48
cruises starting next year, Holland
an equal number in 1985 and West
Germany the final 96 sometime
later. All deployment is schedul
to be completed by 1989. :
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ATLANTIC
ARMS CONTROL

NUMERICAL
- INSECURITY

Robert C. Johansen

Parity in numbers of intermediate-
range weapons in Europe, which both
sides insist on, is incompatible with
parity in strategic weapons worldwide
MAJOR CRISIS IS approaching for
U.S.~Soviet relations, for the cohe-
siveness of NATO, and for the social fab-
ric of the European countries that are
committed to deploying new U.S. inter-
mediate-range nuclear weapons. The

- U.S. and Soviet governments have tak-

en positions that place them on a colli-
sion course in arms deployment. Some
time this December, the U.S. intends to
begin deploying weapons in Europe that
will almost certainly prompt the Soviet
Union to respond with additional weap-
ons of its own—in Europe and perhaps
in this hemisphere. Each side will pro-
test the destabilizing nature of the oth-
er’s new weapons. Each side will ignore
its own responsibility for increasing the
threat to the other. It will be difficult to
back away from announced intentions to
proceed with deployments, because of
fear that compromise may appear to be a
lack of national resolve. Europe will be-

Robert C. Johansen is senior fellow at the
World Policy Institute, in New York, and a
visiting fellow at the Center of International
Studies at Princeton U niversity.
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come pervasively nuclearized. Every ad-
ditional weapon deployed there by both
sides will be an added target for destruc-
tion—and the deployments will make us
less secure than we have been at any
other time since the Cuban missile crisis.
If the United States insists on its way in

"Europe and simultaneously makes

threats against Soviet deployments near
U.S. borders, it is not at all certain that
the Soviet Union will back down as it did

in 1962.
‘These dangers can be avoided if the

United States seeks to salvage an agree-
ment from the stalemated talks on inter-
mediate-range nuclear forces. And such
an agreement should be possible, be-
cause the costs that either side might in-
cur in accepting the most favorable pro-
posal of the other are far less than the
costs of allowing planned deployments to
proceed.

Each side has already offered terms
that the other could reasonably have ac-
cepted as part of a mutual, overall halt to
the nuclear-arms buildup in Europe. By
rejecting out of hand the terms they
have been offered, both Moscow and
Washington have turned down good se-
curity bargains. Their inaction suggests
that officials in both capitals seek not so
much to increase the present and future
security of their citizens as to use arms-
control negotiations to maintain or
achieve a military advantage.

THE KREMLIN AND the White House
have over the past two years reject-
ed four proposals, each of which could
have enhanced the security of the Unit-

INSECURITY...Pg. 5-F
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ed <States, Europe, and the Soviet
Union. First, in February of 1981, Leo-
nid Brezhnev offered to freeze the future
deployment of SS-20s, the Soviets’ most

modern intermediate-range missiles, if
the United States reversed its plans to

put in Europe 572 Pershing 1l and
ground-launched cruise missiles, its in-
termediate-range weapons. At that
time, the Soviet Union had deployed
fewer than 180 SS-20s. Nonetheless, the
Reagan Administration immediately re-
- jected the Soviet offer. It refused to tol-
erate any Soviet intermediate-range
missiles in Europe, because the U.S. had
no precise equivalent—even though in
aircraft and in both shorter- and longer-
range nuclear forces, the U.S. actually
held an advantage over Soviet forces.
The U.S. decision to reject Brezhnev’s
offer was not based on legitimate con-
cerns for the military security of Eu-
rope. A difference of several hundred
medium-range missiles amid the thou-

sands of nuclear weapons deployed by

both sides is irrelevant to the mainte-
nance of an effective nuclear deterrent.
U.S. officials might well have stopped
the arms race in Europe by allowing the
Soviet Union an inconsequential edge in
a single category of weapons. Instead,
the U.S. and other NATO governments
pushed ahead with plans for modernizing
European nuclear forces. In the absence
of any agreement, the Soviet Union con-
tinued to deploy SS-20s at the rate of
roughly fifty to sixty per year—which
NATO seized upon to rationalize planned
Western deployments.

In November of 1981, a second set of
proposals was offered. President Rea-
gan, with an eye to the growing peace
movement in Europe and at home, dra-
matically announced U.S. willingness to
cancel the planned deployment of the 572
missiles to which the Soviet leaders and
many Europeans objected if in return
the Soviet leadership would agree to dis-
mantle all existing Soviet intermediate-
range missiles—approximately 600 SS-
43, SS-5s, and SS-20s. In this “zero-zero
option,” the Soviet Union was asked to
swap the removal of missiles it already
had in place for a promise from the U.S.
not to deploy missiles then on the draw-
ing board. This would have been a pain-
ful step for Kremlin officials to take. But
in accepting the zero-zerv option, Soviet
leaders probably could have negotiated a
halt to the arms race in Europe.

Soviet leaders rejected the U.S. plan,
because it did not include the removal of
U.S. nuclear arms already deployed in
Europe—bombers, tactical nuclear

weapons like the 108 Pershing I missiles,
and offshore nuclear weapons capable of

. striking Eastern Europe and the Soviet

Union. Moscow countered with its own
zero-zero option, calling for reductions
of all U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe,
and in British and French nuclear forces
as well, in return for dismantling all SS-
4s, 8S-5s, and SS-20s. But this proposal
was not perceived as serious—it seemed
to have been made to counter Reagan's
propaganda victory—and was dismissed
by U.S. officials as rhetorical.

Last December, more than a year
after the President announced his zero-

zero option, a third major proposal was -

issued, this one by Yuri V. Andropov, the

" new general secretary of the Communist

Party. He offered to limit Soviet inter-
mediate-range European missiles to the
equivalent of the combined nuclear mis-
siles of the United Kingdom and France,
or 162—the total number of Western in-
termediate-range missiles currently in
place in Europe. Once again, Washing-
ton rebuffed the Soviet offer, because,
among other reasons, it would have
banned U.S. intermediate-range mis-
siles in Europe. (To make this proposal
even more attractive, Andrapov offered
last May to reduce Soviet intermediate-
range warheads, not merely missiles, to
the level of British and French forces.
This offer would have reduced the num-
ber of SS-20s deployed in Europe to few-
er than 100.)

Undeniably, aspects of the Soviet offer
were unclear. Whether the existing So-
viet SS-20s in excess of 162 would have
been dismantled or merely withdrawn
was not specified; that issue apparently
would have been negotiable. But estab-
lishing a firm ceiling on Soviet missiles
and having the “excess” SS-20s removed
from Europe would have helped curtail
the arms buildup in Europe-—at a mini-
mal security risk to NATO. Any effort to
return the SS-20s to Europe could have
been readily observed and counterbal-
anced with existing Western weapons.
In addition, if a European arms agree-
ment had been reached last December,
further reductions of SS-20s, including
any deployed in Asia, would have been
far easier to negotiate than in the ab-
sence of an initial accord.

In the fourth proposal, the Reagan
Administration, undoubtedly prompted
by political pressures in this country and
in Europe, relaxed its rigid zero-zero op-
tion by proposing that an unspecified
number of U.S. Pershing II and cruise
missiles, perhaps 100 to 200, be deployed
to match a reduced level of Soviet inter-
mediate-range forces. The U.S. proposal

¢

did not take into account British and
French nuclear forces. The Soviet Union
immediately declined this offer, repeat-
ing its objection that the addition of any
new kinds of U.S. missiles to NATO
forces would upset the existing nuclear
balance in Europe.

HE EMPHASIS BOTH sides place on

numerical equivalency is as unneces-
sary as it is misleading. All that is re-
quired to maintain an effective deter-
rent, according 'to deterrence theoiy
itself, is that either side, after suffering
an attack, be able to inflict destruction
on the other sufficient that the anticipat-
ed benefits of war to a potential aggres-
sor will never outweigh the disadvan-
tages. By drawing on existing conven-
tional, tactical-nuclear, and strategic-
nuclear arsenals, NATO can inflict such
damage without any additional deploy-
ments. As a 1982 study by the Stock-
holm International Peace Research In-
stitute concluded, “All the targets that
can be struck by new Soviet and U.S.
theatre systems can be, or are, targeted
by central [strategic] systems as well.”
Given such capabilities, small numerical
advantages, for either the Soviet Union
or the United States, do not matter.

Rather than asking whether a propos-
al would allow a weapon-for-weapon
equivalency, U.S. officials, in determin-
ing how to respond to Soviet arms-con-
trol offers, should weigh more heavily
the following four criteria:

(1) Will acceptance of the proposal
:urb the arms race and make possible
-he maintenance of European security at
iower, rather than higher, levels of arma-
ment?

(2) Will acceptance of the proposal in-
crease the prospects for an eventual de-
nuclearization of European security
forces? Alternatively, will rejection,. for
all practical purposes, make denucleari-
zation impossible?

(3) Will acceptance of the proposal
slow the arms race in other categories of
weapons? For example, will it encourage
an effective START (Strategic Arms Re-
duction Talks) agreement?

(4) Finally, will acceptance of the pro-
posal help decrease the likelihood of war,
by reducing tensions and by halting the
development and deployment of destabi-
lizing weapons?

If these standards are used, it be-
comes clear that the United States and
the Soviet Union have needlessly missed
opportunities to de-escalate their arms
competition and to enhance the security

INSECURITYoooPgQ 6_F
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'INSECURITY...Continued

overturn the 1962 understanding that
excluded Soviet nuclear missiles from
Cuba. Whether Soviet leaders have in
mind sea-baséd cruise missiles- -much
harder to verify than the strategic mis-
siles now deployed on Soviet subma-
rines—rermains to be seen.

The Soviet Union certainly does not
need new missiles in the Western Hemi-
sphere, whether on land or on sea, any
more than the U.S. needs them in Eu-
rope. But Soviet leaders chafe against
being treated unequally. In forcing the
Soviet Union to back down in the con-
frontation over Soviet missiles in Cuba
in 1962, the United States moved Soviet
officials to commit themselves to an
enormous expansion of their missile
force and to vow that such a diplomatic
reversal would never happen again.
President Kennedy admitted that he
raised the odds of war as high as fifty-
fifty. It would be folly to take similar
risks now. Yet the current U.S. adminis-
tration is more reckless in taking such
risks than any other administration of
the past three decades.

If restraint in the arms race is ever to
be achieved, the United States and the
Soviet Union must honor reciprocity in
their relations with one another.

To demny reciprocity in U.S.—Soviet re-
lations is tantamount to denying any
chance for meaningful arms-control
agreements. Such a denial also disrupts

the delicate psychological side of deter- -

rence and encourages a competitive, al-
most compulsive, deployment of weap-
ons that makes deterrence less stable.
We perceive the logic of reciprocity
clearly when observing the behavior of
others: if Soviet leaders deploy certain
arms and deny the United States a recip-
rocal right, President Reagan uses this
as evidence of dangerous, warlike, evil
behavior. Yet we fail to see our own com-
plicity in heightening the militarization
of international relations. As a result,
U.S. behavior, legitimized by our own
misperception, increases our insecurity.
U.S. policies for European deployments
actually invite new Soviet missiles in
Europe and in this hemisphere.
Current U.S.-Soviet bickering over
intermediate-range missiles in Europe is
pointless and dangerous. Neither the
United States nor the Soviet Union will
benefit by waiting any longer for the
other side to agree to its definition of
equality in European nuclear forces. The
United States and the Soviet Union
stand only 162 missiles away from an
agreement that could halt the nuclear-

Approved For Release 2008/02/22 : CIA-RDP91 BOO135I§;000701320020-8
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arms buildup in Europe. The warheads
on the 162 SS-20s now deployed in Eu-
rope amount to 3 percent of the U.S.
warheads currently deployed. Yet for
that 8 percent, we risk increasing the
likelihood of a general nuclear war.
Why does the possibility of achieving
an agreement remain so remote when an
objective analysis of security costs and
benefits suggests that an agreement is
well within reach? The answer lies in the
priorities of the U.S. and Soviet govern-
ments. Officials seek less to halt the

, arms buildup than to demonstrate and

increase their political powers. They
seem unwilling to take as many risks in
planning for peace as they are prepared
to take in planning for war.

7-F

Approved For Release 2008/02/22 : CIA-RDP91B00135R000701320020-8



Approved For Release 2008/02/22 - CIA-RDP91B00135R000701320020-8

THE BROOKINGS REVIEW

MMER 1983 (14 JULY)

~Arms and the Art of Compromise
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The arms issue now stands before |
Ronald Reagan and Yuri Andropov. Extraordinary
statesmanship is required from both.

John Steinbruner

IN THE THIRD YEAR of an American presidency
close observers begin to anticipate the judgment of
history._Initial political impulses have had time to
encounter the realities of governing. The outlines of
accomplishment or failure become visible.

It is a personal as well as an historical drama. Few
persons are ever tested as thoroughly as presidents
are. The power and responsibilities of the office inex-
orably probe the entire character of its incumbent.
Great strengths and human failings both document
their presence in an enduring record of events. The
third year of office is thus an occasion for sympathy
and fascination, but also for stern demands on behalf
of .. e great interests that are at stake in a president’s
performance, interests that will long outlive his time.

For Ronald Reagan the third year brings a particularly
severe test. Events have conspired to confront him
with the issues of nuclear arms control—not an arena
he would have naturally chosen. Cycles of military
development measured in decades and a chronic fes-
tering of U.S.-Soviet relations have focused large ques-
tions of security policy on specific actions that will be
taken in the course of 1983 unless established schedules?
are deliberately altered: the deployment of nuclear-
armed cruise missiles and Pershing 11 ballistic missiles
‘on land bases in Western Europe and the deployment
of cruise missiles with nuclear warheads on American
attack submarines.

Though sincerely justified within the United States
as responses to the existing Soviet threat, each of these
actions represents to the Soviet Union a new departure
in nuclear weapons capability, and is likely to trigger
corresponding Soviet weapons ‘deployments. As a
practical matter, over the course of 10 to 15 years
unconstrained competition in these weapons would
almost certainly work to the strong disadvantage of
the United States even though we currently lead in
mastery of the basic technology. Moreover, given the
context of events in which they occur, these actions
could readily destroy the entire framework of strategic
arms contro]l as it has developed to date. If that
happens, the prevailing conditions of international
security will be dramatically altered, probably for ill
though conceivably for good, depending on how the

“ensuing diplomacy is handled. .

We have encountered such moments at least twice
before in the nuclear age: in the late 1950s, when
ballistic missiles with thermonuclear warheads had
been demonstrated to be technically feasible but the
scale of their deployment had not yet been decided,
and again in the mid-1960s, when the question of

" John Steinbruner is director of the Brookings Feteign Policy Studies

program.

fitting ballistic missiles with multiple warheads first
arose. In both cases the allure of technical opportunity
and the hostile dynamics of U.S.-Soviet relations easily
overrode any consideration of mutual restraint, and
the question of preventing these deployments through
arms control was never seriously pursued. In retro-
spect, those were grave errors of judgment, for exten-
sive deployments of ballistic missiles with multiple
warheads have clearly degraded the relative security
position of the United States. It may not have been
possible to restrain those weapons, but it was surely
a major misiake that no significant effort was made.
In 1983, arms control is now a part of security policy,
but its efforts are focused more on revising the past
than on shaping the impending future. Again we
appear blind to predictable consequences. :
As its president is tested so is the United States
Eoliﬁcal system as a whole. Our form of government,
rilliantly and effectively designed to prevent tyranny
and to promote competition between conflicting inter-
ests and opinions, has difficulty establishing the co-
herence and consistency of policy that the management
of nuclear weapons inherently requires. The issues of
nuclear security have hardly been neglected in our
Erofessional literature or in recent public discussion,
ut nonetheless the unusual importance and long-term
significance of these immediately scheduled deploy-

_ments have not entered the nation’s consciousness

with the clarity that wise collective judgment would
seem to require. Weapons issues that are not as
immediately important—the fate of the MX missile and
the prospects for strategic missile defense, for exam-
ple—are more prominently debated. Deeply cherished
principles—such as equality in weapons inventories—
are being advanced in absolutist terms with little regard
for their practical effects. Legitimate outrage at various
aspects of Soviet policy is being carried to the point
that the core security interests of a formidable opponent

are obscured. These are ingredients for tragedy.

Can we, with our large, boisterous, rather disorderly
democracy, penetrate a confusion of rhetoric, emotion,
and narrow purpose to perceive our larger, enduring
interests? Can we foresee security consequences that
unfold over a decade or more? Can we organize more
than a capacity for destruction in service of our ultimate
security? Are we capable of serious statesmanship in
dealing with an opponent that many of us hate, most
of us fear, and none of us trusts?

These are uncomfortably open questions. Our safety
in this world depends upon them more than we have
vet acknowledged te ourselves.

STEINBRUNER.,.Pg. 6-F
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STEINBRUNER, . .Continued

much sense.

. At that point, in response to rapidly developing
public alarm, the president personally intervened twice
in the evolution of his administration’s position, in
November 1981 to bring about direct negotiations on
intermediate-range nuclear forces in Europe and in
March 1982 to reestablish a separate negotiation on
intercontinental-range nuclear forces. In both cases he
advanced arms control proposals that revealed an
implicit strategy quite diftErent in character from what
one would have expected from the public discussion
—at least the appearance of a deeper game.

His proposals called for significant quantitative re-
ductions restricted to those categories where the Soviet
Union has enjoyed a numerical advantage. In Euro
the Soviet deployment of $54, SS-5, and 55-20 ballistic
missiles (approximately 550 launchers and 1,300 war-
heads in total) would be completely eliminated in
exchange for abandoning the NATO plan to deploy
108 Pershing II ballistic missiles and 464 cruise missiles
(572 total launchers, each with a single warhead).
Globally the principal Soviet ICBMs would be reduced:
the 5S5-18 by 198 launchers and 1,980 warheads and
the S5-19 bv 230 launchers and 1,380 warheads in
exchange for reductions of 425 launchers and 872
warheads in the U.S. Minuteman force.*

These are the reductions in the maximum-allowed
Soviet deployment that would result from proposed
sublimits on $5-18 (at 110 launchers) and $5-19 (100
launchers) according to published reports of the U.S.
proposal. Actual reductions would probably be less
since Soviet forces probably have less than the maxiy
mum allowed number. If accepted, these reductions
would completely eliminate the historical Soviet ad-
vantage in intermediate-range ballistic missiles—to the
principal benefit of Britain, France, and China, whose
forces would remain unrestricted. They would also
reduce the Soviet advantage in weapons for prompt
hard-target attack by 87 percent. In the more like y
event that the proposals were rejected by the Soviets
for these reasons, they would project the principle of
equity and a desire for restraint in a manner that would
appeal to international public opinion.

Meanwhile the real message to the Soviets—or at
least the one they are likely to perceive—lay in what
was not proposed; that is, any substantial qualitative
restriction on strategic wea(ﬁons development. Tacitly,
the material pressure on the Soviet Union emerging

* The American proposal would reduce U.S. and USSR strategic
forces to 850 ballistic missile launchers with 5,000 warheads total.
No more than half of the warheads could be on land-based ICBMs.
In addition, the Soviet 55-18 and $5-19 would be limited to 210
launchers total. Excluding modernization programs such as the MX
and any Soviet equivalent, that set of provisions would allow 1,700
hard-target warheads in the Soviet force as compared with 1,275 on
425 residual Minuteman Il missiles. This would reduce the Soviet
numerical advantage in this category from 3,410 to 425—a reduction
of 87 percent. Ulimately the intended modernization of the U.S.
grogram would substitute MX missiles in the land-based force and

rident Il missile in the submarine force, and that would make all
5,000 allowed warheads capable of hard-target attack. The Soviets
could do no better than equal that number.

from the Reagan administration is qualitative in char-
acter. The apparent intention is to develop a more
sophisticated, more diverse U.S. strategic arsenal rather
than a larger one and thereby to force major adjust-
ments in the large Soviet deployments. The implied
purpose is to force the Soviets to waste the heavy
investment they so recently completed by making it
technically obsolete. (The most compelling threat from
the Soviet perspective is the Trident Il ballistic missile,
expected to give the U.S. submarine force the capability
to attack hardened Soviet ICBM silos.) Therein lies the
whip that gives serious substance to the rhetoric of
congontaﬁon.

An Implied but Credible Threat

From the perspective of the Soviet Union, as best as
can be judged from the United States, the implied
threat in the Reagan administration’s security policy
is quite credible and potentially very disruptive to what
seems to be their own unfolding policy. It is credible
because it fits with their own historical experience,
their assessment of American strength, and their nat-
ural perception of Reagan as an extremist figure in the
American political system. It is disruptive because if
pursued it will force a Soviet reaction against the
dictates of a strong commitment to internal economic
reform. : '

For 30 years the Soviets have pursued a competition
in the develorment of strategic nuclear weapons using
an economy half the size of ours and a technical base
in that economy that is far less developed. Under stable
political leadership since 1965, they have utilized -a
relatively more decisive planning process to overcome

-the gross disparities in strategic weapons capability

that existed in the early 1960s. In quantitative terms
they have matched the U.S. weapons inventories and,
indeed, established numerical advantages in several
categories—the number of strategic weapons launch-
ers, for example, and the overall explosive power of
the weapons they carry. Despite that effort the Soviets
are still behind in the most significant measure, the °
number of weapons that can be delivered to separate
targets (approximately 9,200 for the United States to
8,200 for the USSR). At current rates of development
the Soviets are projected to remain behind the United
States in the number of weapons that can be delivered
after absorbing an initial attack.

In land-based ICBMs, the Soviets have reasonably
matched the United States in the critical qualitative
elements of guidance system accuracy and explosive
yield for a given warhead design weight. They had to
come from behind to do so. With the larger booster
rockets they have deployed, their overall ICBM force
has a larger number of separate warheads of equal
quality than does the comparable U.S. force: a potential

. of 6,270 total for the Soviet Union to 2,143 for the

United States; and in the special category of highly
accurate warheads for hard-target attack, potentially
5,060 for the Soviet Union and 1,650 for the United
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The Soviet leadership has been quite explicit in
saying that they would react in kind to the deployment
of U.S. medium-range missiles in Europe and they
have defined two reasonably specific deadlines. When
the “practical preparations” toward the NATO de-
ploymentare taEen, Leonid Brezhnev stated in a March
1982 speech, the moratorium on $S-20 deployments
he announced will no longer “be in force.” When the
NATO deployment is actually in place, Brezhnev in-
dicated, the Soviet Union would feel “compelled” to
take “retaliatory steps that would put...the United
States itself, its own territory, in an analogous posi-
tion.” (Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko repeated the
waming in a June 1982 press conference at the UN.)

The meaning of the phrase “practical preparations”
is not entirely clear, but equipment relating directly to
U.S. missiles is scheduled to appear at bases in Europe
early this summer. That appears quite likely to trigger
the sequence of reaction to which the Soviets have

publicly and officially committed themselves. If the
do_not react, the Soviets will run the risk of belng
exposed 1 underlying i (o

Though Soviet spokesmen have yet to draw an

- explicit connection in any public sfatement, recent

(f

weapons tests have offere t
m%ﬂmmm%ﬁm
tested a new, Tight, solid-Tuel ICBM represented as a
replacement for the S5-13. This missile, a arently
capable € deployment, could be useoa at_te-
full range for tar i ited States—a pattern
M&M‘ﬁm missile. Iny
addition, tests of a new Soviet cruise missile were

onlirm

announced in ear Tl
dAVallable ¢apabint 4 fo:"r'eact with material weapons
degloyments, and at least in broad outline one can

inter iC_available 10_SOviet planners in consid-
: - There appear to be four papap e/l‘
] ck

options. cruise missiles,land mabile [CBMs,_ anti-

1) Cruise Missiles: Though the Soviets have long
utilizéd cruise missiles in their naval forces, the com-
bination of size, guidance-system accuracy, range,
warhead yield, and ease of operation of their weapons
made them distinctly primitive and relatively insignif-
icant compared with the cruise missiles now scheduled
for deployment in the American forces. The Soviets
have been pursuing programs to match American

cruise missile technology, however, and it is prudent
to assume that over the course of the 19_3_!?5 tEEE will
acnieve _some approximation of current American
weapons even 1t they do not keep pace with their
ficient to epable the Soviets to exploit some funda-
mental nontechnical advantages in any extended com-

e United otates and most of its major allies have
a high concentration of targets near coastal areas, and

are easily approached through the open ocean or
through seas c%ﬁﬂﬁﬂETny the Soviet navy. By contrast

P

though a less enduring advantage, the Soviet Unjon
histon’callf has developed a much more extensive air
se_system. The current capacity of that system
for resisting cruise missile Intrusion e EroEaBi% ex-
elv weak, but it does provide an extensive base
o ncMQTzcﬁaIuTm%w@

e United States has historically neglected air defense
development, and though there is some capability in

Europe, the shallow depth of territory and proximity
to the Soviet Union sharply limit the potential there.

For these reasons an extended com etition in cruise
mussile deployments is likely to worE to the relafive
In_the basic_technology. Cruise missiles in mobile
degployments on land provide an avalable means of

tio

over, though it is prob t their preferred solution,
submarine-based cruise missiles do o er one means of

eking a low- ttack capability apal e

gmteg Stateg ﬂiﬁgiu diEiomah‘c commitment
e us | S position.

2) Land_mobile [CBMs: The smal] solid-fuel ICBM
I 2 : pion

provides another

over the Sovie population, and an ability to restrict
unauthorized access o any given segment of terr, ,
mziéi URion 15103 ééef DOS sustain the
complex logistics of an_invulnerable mobile missile
deployment on Tand_Tn_densely populated Western
Europe it is essentially impossible to move missiles
continuously or to keep their positions unknown for
very long. In the United States it is more conceivable
in principle but very difficult in practice because of
strong domestic sensitivities both to restrictions on
land use and to routine transit of nuclear weapons
through populated areas. Thus Soviet planners can

Jhus Soviet plann
sontemplate an extensive deployment of smal Eil
C

mnooyle

ICBMs that wo both reduce the vulnera bility of
“their IC orce and allow them to Integrate theater-
e rmvarmp oo
-range operanons éy us

and_antercontinenta

ng the

same missile for both purposes. .
3) Antisalellitesystems: The Soviet military planners -

can also effectively respond by Turther development
eir current limited capacity to attack space satel-
Jité3. The United 5 i d m alli I

tates is involved in alliance relation-

“ships throughout the world and conducts major por-

ment is deploy '
extensively, but as a cOnTnental power with inherently
'

tions of its military operations far from the territory of
the United States itself. In managing these operations

ited States has already become hi nt
on communication and other military support assets

ased TITspace and will become more so over the next '
decade as more so% 1sticated {and expensive) equip-
t ] ed. The Soviet Un

IO 4130 TS EY Spate

areg pment the Soviets cou
se_to negate the effects of American soph

and to retaliate for the ressures placed on their own
TEINBRUNERo . 'Pg. J.U-l‘

the Soviet Union is a landlocked country with strong
‘naval defenses in 15 few seas"a"‘p"pmacﬁles. Moreover,
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visible for some time to those familiar with the under-
lying interests of the two sides. It would™ e a
partial and tempora t des

ostpone_the two
Teactions: the introduction of the nu

missile by the Unite,
Dy the Soviet Unian. Moreover, in order to break the
‘cﬁmwya:ﬁ?,ﬁ‘;amn NATO would indefinjtely
postpone Pershing Il deployment, and In e
vnrseame
Jaunchers. 3

) ight to ma but pepd

NATO's rig - :
ajor issues that would remain outstand-.

g (factical air and the British and
“¥Tench missiles forces, for example NATO Id hold

485 1m

g

plausibieagrecment has

not repared.

Seized with the inevitable ritual of negotiations, both
governments at the moment have numerous objections
to the provisions of a partial compromise. Neither can
entirely hide the fact, however, that this interim result
would be a great deal better for both than the outcome
likely to emerge from the impending breakdown of
restraint.

Without a‘greemem the United States will have to
Rroceed with the eployment in the face of a

Jwithin Europe. Deployment under these circumstances
will drive defense ministries loyal to the NATO com-

mitment against sharp domestic olitical opposition
on behalf of weanns whose éilif&ﬁ: :Efiona.!e'is
exceedin uestionable. Missiles located on land
bases 1n % i E

estern Lurope anc e ;stem

necessary to operate those missiles are highly vulner-
duie cerlainly by Soviel riuclear
orces and even by Soviet tactical aircraft using con-

ventional munitions. This vulnerability combined with
e inhore .

SOME
5 democratic governments ren ers these
/eapons essenty cute military missions

inge an attempt to use them would a most certainly
tri%ger effective Rpre-emptign. When this condition 15
realized, as it is destined to be in the ccurse of

- contentious public debate, the prime rational for these
weapons as g symhol of Amergin comm ment to
“Europe will be severely dama ed. One cannot respon-
Efbly couple U.5. central strategic forces to Europe bv

means of weapons that cannot meet the standards of

protection required for stable deterrence. The harsh
f Sact is t NATO deployment cannot™Withstan

fne pressures that will descend o on 1t n the absence
{ % _of an arms control agreement.
1 n

S, .armed cruice mis-
siles in attack submarines does not have a problem of
vuinerasility but nonetheless it is not an area in which
the United States ought to stimyJate sustained com-
2elition"The deployment adds very little to American

offensive attack capability against Ia t in-

terferes with the more im ortant tactical mis«jons of

ents_work to the advantage of the Soviet n
acause of geographic conditions. ln tﬁg end the
concessions involved in compromise are quite consisi-
ent with fummmm'ks' s of the United Stales
and the NATO alli . —
Tfmnm%ﬁet interests are easil

accommo-
dated 55 well Current Soviel shials IcTorces have more
than ample offensive firepower against Western Eu-
!EEE S ImpIea By Th 4 t

eirr wilingness o contemplate
sharp reductions in their Intermediate-range systems,

Without the special threat of Pg;ghmg lland an open-
énded competition in submarine crui issiles, the

AT s. That latter condition would miti-
gate the pressures for pre-emption Soviet commanders

- - ‘%
Soviets could tolerate a dual deployment of ground.
Bas3d e g i’t%f'lgg by NATO if t%ex were held short

might otherwise feel. atever net benefits minht
accrue t Soviet Union from political divisiveness
TO _cannot outrank their arger_interests.

- Ibe Soviet Unjon simply cannol attord the enter rise
of dominating Western Furone by force; stable go'l%{rnl

accommodation is by far the more practica
viet policy.

_] Fe fime ;ﬁas effectively expired for a com ise
along tHese lines to emerge #om formal negotiations
LIOUtTedipiomatie-proceedimrTHe American INF
(interm diate-range nuclear orces} negotiator started
down this track in July 1982 with some degree of
informal cooperation from his Soviet counterpart. From
available public accounts jt appears that his efforts
were aborted by bureaucratic warfare in Washington
and that Moscow, apprised of that fact, responded in
kind. Thereafter both governments have engaged in
public posturing designed more to argue the equity of
their conflicting positions than to move toward a
compromise outcome. As the Soviet foreign minister
noted on April 3, the process is diverging and, as the
observing world should note, the deadlines for virtually
irreversible action are upon us all. Normal diplomacy

has failed. '
>sue therefore stands unavoidably before Pres.

ident Reagan and Soviel Party CRaitman ri Andro-

LY. Unless the undertake extraordinary acts of

statesmanship_unless they are able an wilhnp to fead
fReir governments into accommodation ratﬁer than

course for

APy responding to pres accumulated bencath

: Wex-
nded wi ecord that history
aftaches to them

In the United States we know little about the Soviet
leader and can only hope. We know rather more about
our own leader and can at least exhort.

For Ronald Reagan, we can appreciate, it is indee
a severe test of character. His entire career has been
that of an unusually skilled, highly partisan domestic
politician. He has championed strong principles that
represent a segment of the country and has risen to
Power on their intense support. To put it mildl\ those

rinciples_and his: supporters m
realistic accommodation wi
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RMS CONTROL IS NEITHER SIN NOR
salvation. It is a way — along with diplo-
macy and rhilitary decisions — of manag-
ing Soviet-American competition. Without
such negotiated mutual restraint, the
competition would be far less controllable
and both sides could acquire capabilities
; ) that just might make nuclear war more
TR sisicii thinkable. It is not a way of solving our se-
curity problem. It is a way of preserving the Soviet-American
*“‘peace’ that, with great good luck, has survived the last 40 years
- of tension and waste. To ask much more of a bargaining process
between two powerful countries so mistrustful of each other is to
condemn it to failure.

Our inability to appreciate arms control as a practical matter has
contributed to flip-flops in American attitudes toward negotiating
reductions in the superpowers’ nuclear arsenals. And it has added
to the clamor for arms control that has blown up into a political
crisis for the Reagan Administration, a divisive problem for the
Western alliance and a painful moral issue for many Americans.

On June 18, 1979, amid the archaic splendors of Vienna, Presi-
dent Carter signed a strategic arms limitation treaty with the

" Soviet Union, the second such accord between the superpowers, a
compact it had taken seven years and three Administrations to ne-
gotiate. Back in Washington, there were few cheers. The Russians
had been making political inroads in Angola and the Horn of Af-
rica, their military buildup had made them our equals in nuclear
weaponry, and public opinion in the United States had been
swayed by the right-wing view of arms control as something that
would hold us back while the Soviet Union exploited its momen-
tum. The treaty — SALT II — was never to be ratified. Subsequent-
ly, to the Reagan Administration, arms control became almost
synonymous with sin. -

This Wednesday, in the businesslike setting of Geneva, Soviet
and American delegations will resume negotiations on strategic
arms that have been stalled for four years. And in Washington and
around the country, political leaders, foreign-policy experts and
wide sections of the public are extollin g the virtues of arms control
and demanding movement toward sweeping accords.

Lestie H. Gelb is The Times's national-security correspondent.

Congress makes its funding of President Reagan’s de-
fense programs dependent on his conduct of the nuclear
talks. During the SALT II debate, legislators would not ac-
cept arms control without more arms; now they will not
agree to more arms — such as the new, extra-powerful MX
missile that was recently approved — without arms con-
trol. The country’s Roman Catholic bishops, in an extraor-
dinary pastoral letter, make nuclear deterrence — our
traditional safeguard against the danger of Soviet attack
— morally acceptable only as a stopgap during an active
search for broad disarmament and political agreements.
The governments of Western Europe make their accept-
ance of American medlum-range missiles on their soil de-
pendent on good-faith efforts in the current Soviet-Ameri-
can talks in that area. Arms control, so denigrated such a
short time ago, has suddenly been transformed into a sym-
bol of salvation.

There has been no change in Soviet behavior in the last
four years to account for this reversal of attitudes; if any-
thing, Moscow’s readiness to use its muscle has been made
even plainer in Afghanistan and in Poland. There has been
no change in the comparative power of the Soviet and
American nuclear arsenals; the Reagan Administration
has increased the strategic budget, but the deployments
are yet to come. The change has been in the public mood. -
Frightened by the nuclear buildup and by Administration
rhetoric about fighting and winning nuclear wars, and
played upon by Soviet propaganda, public opinion has
swung back to support of arms talks. The reversal has had
its effect on elected officlals. Arms control has become
good politics again. .

In fact, the prospect of an open-ended arms race, with at-
tendant divisions in Western societies — witness the nu-
clear-freeze movements on both sides of the Atlantic and
the mass upsurge in Western Europe against the planned
installation of American Pershing 2 and cruise missiles in
that theater — has set off a kind of pro-arms-control panic,
Yet plunging ahead toward ambitious new goals, without
considering the reasons that brought the whole process to
such a grinding halt four years ago, will be to risk a repeti-
tion of failure. If we want to do better in this new phase of
arms control than we did in the past, we should, it seems to
me, adopt a new negotiating strategy. )

Most of the reasons for the comparatively lean accom-
plishments of 20 years of arms negotiations are built into
the structute of Soviet-American competition. Because of
the lack of trust, neither side is about to make large con-
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Of the treaties completed after 1872, only SALT II was of
comparable importance, and none were ratified by the
Senate,

Thus, a mumber of agreements reached when the middle
ground was still dominant in American politics headed off
competition In certain areas. A treaty concluded in 1963
banned nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and
under water, bringing about immediate and tangible bene-
fits in safeguarding people from tallout and radiation. A
1967 agreement banned the use of outer space for any mili-
tary purposes whatever. Treaties in 1959 and 1971 interna-
tionalized and demilitarized the Antarctic region and pro-
hibited the placing of nuclear weapons an the ocean floor.
A 1972 convention barred the development, production and
stockpiling of biological weapons, though some questions
of Soviet violations arose several years ago.

In the same period, the superpowers reached two agree-

ments on avoiding war by miscalculation — a 1963 accord
setting up a ‘‘hot line’” between Washington and Moscow,
" and a 1971 compact requiring each side to notify the other
of missile tests beyond its national territory. In 1972, SALT
I froze intercontinental-range missile launchers at exist-
ing levels. A companion treaty imposed a virtual ban on
anti-ballistic missile defenses (ABM’s) — thus, in theory,
lifting from each side the fear that the other might launch
a first strike in the belief that it could defend itself against
a counterblow. The acceptance of mutual vulnerability sol-
emnized the doctrine of mutual deterrence, on which our
security was seen to rest.

That was the high point of progress. Then the process
soured. Liberals lauded the ABM agreement but faulted
SALT I for not stopping the development of multiple inde-
pendently targetable warheads (MIRV’s). The New Right
joined with more traditional conservatives in attacking the
treaty for doing nothing to curb what they saw as-Russia’s
growing capacity to destroy American missiles in their
silos. And they were clearly uncomfortable with the com-
mitment to no defense — a reservation that surfaced con-
spicuously in Mr. Reagan's recent ‘‘Star Wars' speech
vishalizing an eventual space-based shield against nuclear
attack.

Since then, efforts to expand the partial test ban have
languished. A 1974 treaty limiting underground explosions
to the equivalent of 150,000 tons of TNT remains unratified.
More than six years of talks to outlaw nuclear explesions
altogether have been getting nowhere. Talks on placing
limits on antisatellite systems, chemical weapons and the
likedragon.

The SALT II treaty of 1979 placed only marginal restric-
tions on current nuclear forces and programs. And by that
time, political opposition to arms control was sharply on
the rise. Conservatives noted that, while the treaty would
reduce the number of Soviet missiles and bombers by
about 500 and — for the tirst time — would limit the re-
maining missile force to a specitic number of warheads, it
would still permit the Soviet Union to continue MIRV-ing
up to the agreed warhead total. They argued that the
treaty did nothing about Russia’s superheavy land-based
missiles while barring the United States from bullding
similar weapons (though the American military had no de-
sire whatsoever to do so0). They took exception to the fact
that the treaty prevented the United States from deploy-
ment schemes to solve the problem of missile vulnerability
(the problern that Mr. Reagan’s speclal commission has
now banished into the political limbo.) o

Whatever the merits of the charges that blocked the
treaty’s ratification untii Afghanistan made Mr. Carter

withdraw it from Senate consideration, the controversy
was symptomatic of a cresting reaction against constrain-
ing arms compacts with an increasingly dangerous adver-
sary. It was increasingly difficult to gain political support -
for agreements, let alone negotiate them. The case against
arms control had reached its apogee in American politics.
Before considering where we go from here, this case
should be examined in more detafl. .

&7\ HE LIBERALS HAD TWO OB-

@ jections: the treaties we had
“ signed had been used to justify
new arms commitments, and
they had not resulted in any sav-
ings in military spending. In fact,
many liberals had come to see
arms control as a sham, a device
to codify the arms race.

P AL Undeniably, the need for Con-
gressional backing for negotiating initiatives gave pro-ar-
mament groups considerable leverage on Capitol Hill.
Furthermore, bargaining with Moscow put a premium on
developing new weapons that could be used as ‘‘bargaining
chips” — chips that seemed always to end up being de-
ployed rather than cashed in. And Administrations did ask
for more arms after each treaty signing.

But it is far from clear that these weapons would not
have been deployed anyway. Technology marches on, and
Moscow did not show much greater inclination than Wash-
ington to call the march to a halt. As for savings, there
weren't any. But it is often forgotten that strategic forces
account for only about 15 percent of the Pentagon budget,
and opportunities for savings are limited.

Inthe end, whatever their objections, liberals went along
with the treaties as the lesser evil. Conservatives, how-
ever, dug in their heels. Their main arguments may be
stated, and answered, as follows:

1. The Russians cheat on arms control pacts and gain im-
portant advantages.

A panel of conservative and liberal experts who studied.
the field of strategic-arms and test-ban treaties under the
auspices of the Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace concluded in its report last April that the record
*‘does not support this claim.’” Nor has any Administra-
tion, including the present one, ever formally charged
Moscow with violations.

Mr. Reagan, as we have noted, did raise some questions
recently about Soviet compliance with a SALT I provision
and with the 1974 limitation on underground tests, but was
persuaded to leave these issues to the Soviet-American Se-
curity Consultative Commission, established to consider
complaints by either side. The record over an ll-year
period shows that the Russians have on occasion taken ad-
vantage of ambiguities in the treaty text, and have acted in
disregard of unilateral American interpretations of the
text that they never accepted. Yet every question brought
before the commission by the United States has been satis-
factorily resolved. Moscow either accepted the American

* complaint and altered its behavior or showed sufficient

grounds for its own position. Soviet complaints against
American actions have also been satisfactorily resolved.
Even those who have charged Moscow with consistent
cheating have rarely meintained that Soviet violations
could not be caught. Virtually every top American official
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Reagan Administration
would still intend to go ahead
with the MX. Meanwhile,
both sides are developing a
whole new generation of
weapons capable of hitting
military targets with far
greater accuracy. With each
step, both sides draw closer to
the Faustian illusion of being
able to fight, limit, control
and — yes - perhaps even
prevail in a nuclear war.

There must be a better
way. And it can only be in the
direction of more modest
treaties, which do not take so
long to complete that they become
vulnerable to political shifts at home
—- of small steps, taken one at a time,
with an agreed common purpose.

The process would have to begin with
agreement on long-term objectives.
The key ones would be these: restric-
tions on each side’s ability to launch
surprise attacks; an equal capability to
maintain a survivable deterrent
against any such attack; a phasing out
of nuclear weapons that present attrac-
tive targets to the adversary; gradual
reducticns in the number of interconti-
nental and medium-range nuclear war-
heads and bombs; widening coopera-
tion, including on-site inspection, to
verily compliance. In effect, each
stage, which would last for two or three
years, would be aimed not at obtaining
all possible advantage for your side but
at assuring the cther side the same de-
gree of security you seek for yourself.

The first stage would deal with the
medium-range forces in Europe, as
both sides now more or less agree. It
could begin with a two-year agree-
ment requiring Moscow to dismantle
its older SS-4's and $S-5's, while
Washington began deployments only
of ground-launched cruise missiles.
The Soviet. Union did not hesitate to
upgrade its capabilities substantially
with the deployment of more than 450
$S-20's, and it is absolutely unreason-
able for Moscow to reject some mod-
ernization of American missiles in
Europe. The future integrity of NATO
depends on some deployments, and
Moscow knows this.

Moscow would also be required to

freeze its SS-20 total at its present
level in both the European and Asian
portions of the Soviet Union. In re-
turn, Washington would temporarily
forgo the right to deploy the Pershing
2 ballistic missiles, which, unlike the
relatively slow cruise missiles, could
reach Soviet territory from Eurcpean
bases in about 12 minutes, and which,

therefore, are of particular concern to
the Soviet leaders. And each side
would be limited to 300 medium-range
bombers. '

In stage two, the talks on medium-
range weapons would merge with ne-
gotiations on intercontinental-range
missiles and bombers, and the two
sides would agree to reduce their over-
all store of warheads ant bombs —
about 11,000 apiece - by about 25 per-
cent. Each side would be free to decide
where to put its permitted total. Thus,
if the United States wanted more medi-
um-range missiles in Europe, it would
have to cut the number of its interconti-
nental weapons.

But we cannot expect the Russians

to reduce their SS-20's so long as there
is no formula for taking British and
French nuclear forces into account.
Such a formula might involve aban-
doning the deployment of Pershing 2's
altogether. At the same time, there
would have to be some accommoda-
tion of the Soviet view that Chinese
and American nuclear forces in Asia
must be taken into account, an objec-
tive that might require separate
tripartite talks with China. By the
same token, Moscow cannot expect us
to count in our totals third-country
forces we do not control.

This stage would be a good time for
several confidence-building meas-
ures — no testing of submarine-
launched missiles that, unlike ballis-
tic missiles, stay within the atmos-
phere and thus can reach their tar-
gets more quickly in a first strike; no
antisubmarine warfare exercises in
certain regions, thus helping main-
tain the invulnerability of subma-
rines; no testing of new missiles with
multiple warheads, to preveat further
improvements in accuracy.

Initial steps could be taken to re-
duce the number of giant land-based
missiles. Since this is the Russians’
strongest suit by far, they will part
with it only reluctantly and slowly.
The Administraticn has a choice of re-
taining the MX and allowing the Rus-
sians to keep their heavy missiles, or
cashing in the MX for reductions in
Soviet heavies.

The most difficult problems would
be left for stage three. The superpow-
ers would seek agreement on a re-
structuring of their forces, retreating
from the mutual threat of multiple
warheads and leaving single-war-
head missiles as the centerpiece for
both. They would try to impose con-
trols on ground-and sea-launched
cruise missiles. They would move to-

ward a prohibition on development

and testing of all new missiles.

'CHRISTIAN SCIENCE
MONITOR 6. Jun Pg.. 2

Kohl reportedly won’t pay
for US troop relocation -
. Bonn

The newsmagazine Der Spiegel
said that West German Chancelior
Heimut Kohl rejected a US request
during the Williamsburg summit on
troop redeployment costs.

Quoting informed sources, Der
Splegel said Chancelior Koh! firmly
turned down President Reagan’s re-

~ quest for West Germany to take over
all the costs of restationing US troops
to new bases close to the East-West
German border.

Not before this last stage could one
contemplate saving money or im-
proving the overall political relation-
ship between the superpowers. Until
then, and even afterward, the main
purpose would be to manage the
competition in nuclear weapons. But,
step by step, this kind of arms control
would mean a progressive reduction
of the risks of nuclear war.

This approach is not without its own
serious obstacles. We would have to
learn to live for at least the next dec-
ade with Soviet advantages in land-
based missiles, and to be satisfied
with our superiority in submarine and
bomber forces. After that, the expec-
tation is that the two sides would de-
velop more comparable arsenals
across the board; but that is not easy
to insure. The approach would also
necessitate greater patience with
arms control, and an American politi-
cal leadership couragecus enough to
stand upio extremist demands.

_ But the alternative — inflated
proposals with minimal chances of
success that play into the hands of
those who want to prove that “arms
control does not work"* — is likely to
lead to an open-ended arms race. If
that happens, if. international re-
straints, such as they are, are allowed
to erode, can we count on holding war
at bay very much longer? Because
deterrence has worked until now, can
we be sure it will work in the future?
While it stretches rationality to imag-
ine a conscious decision to begin a nu-

clear conflict, we have every reason

not to trust ourselves, let alone
cthers. .

Arms control is not the answer to
the perilous competition between the
United States and the Sogviet Union
and the sécurity problems posed for
both. But without it, there are no an-
swers. [@ )
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